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The Opinions of Modem Scholars on the Origin
of the Various Apoc:ryphal Books
The books which are ordinarily included in the Apocrypha of
the Old Testament are the following: 1 Esdras, 9 cbapten; Tobit,
14 chapters; Judith, 16 chapters; Wisdom of Solomon, 19 chapten;
Wisdom of the Son of Sirach (Ecclesiastlcus), 51 cbapten; Baruch,
5 chapters; Epistle of Jeremiah, 1 chapter; Prayer of Azarlah and
Song of the Three Children, 1 chapter; Susanna, 1 chapter; Bel and
the Dragon, 1 chapter; 1 Maccabees, 16 chapters; 2 Maccabees,
15 chapters; 3 Maccabees, 7 chapters; 4 Maccabees, 18 cbapten;
Prayer of Manasseh, 1 chapter; Additions to Esther found in various
chapters of the canonical book.
The order in which the books are given is in a general way the
usual one. It is not that which is given in Rahlfs's edition of the Septuagint, which starts out in this fashion: 1 F.sdras, Judith, Tobit,
1 Maccabees, 2 Maccabees, 3 Maccabees, 4 Maccabees. In fact, In
this edition, the Apocrypha are mingled with the canonical books.
The order above does not pretend to be chronological. An attempt
at a chronological order is made by Oesterley (The Booka of tJ&e
Apocrypha, Their Origin, Teaching, and Contents, p. 320), with the
following result: Ecclesiasticus, ca.180 B. C.; Pharisaic recension,
100-50 B. C. Tobit, pre-M'accabean, early part of second century
B. C. Judith, Maccabean, about the middle of the second century B. C. Additions to Daniel (Bel, the Dragon, Prayer of Azariah,
Song of the Three Children), about the middle of the second century
B. C. Additions to Esther, about the middle of the second century B. C. Susanna, about the middle of the second century B. C.
Prayer of Manasses, post-M'accabean, ca. 110 B. C. 1 Maccabees,
post-Maccabean, ca. 110 B. C. 1 (3) Esdras, post-Maccabean,
ca. 110 B. C. Wisdom, earliest portion middle of first century B. C.,
latest portion beginning of first century A. D. 2 Maccabees, beginning of first century A. D. Baruch, end of first century A. D.
Epistle of Jeremiah, end of first century A. D. The books not listed
here are likewise late.
There is a reason why the various writers on this matter do not
agree in the order in which they present the books and why they
do not all follow the same chronological order. Says Oesterley (Op.
cit., p. 319) : "There are different opinions regarding the dates of
most of the books, and in some cases the data for coming to a conclusion are too scanty to allow of anything approaching confidence
in the correctness of the date assigned."
Since it seems to be impossible to bring conclusive evidence for
any one chronological order, we shall follow the order given in the
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edition of the Septuagint and Apocrypha published by Samuel
Bapter and Son Limited, 15 Paternoster Row, London.
After all, the order makes no difference, since each book must
stand on its own merits. Naturally, however, the nationality and
the religious view of the author, the language of the original composition, and the date and place of composition or translaUon, are
important for our understanding of these writ.inp. This article
attempts to submit the introductory material for the various apocryphal writings which modem scholarship has made available.
1. ESDRAS OR GREEK EZRA
As the Apocrypha in general have not received the treatment by
scholars which they merit, this book in particular has been treated
with scant respect by scholars for many centuries. Says Oesterley
(Op. cit., p. 439): "Jerome, in his preface to the books of Ezra and
Nehemiah, condemned both the Esdras books in our Apocrypha
with their 'dreams,' and the Church has followed him in relegating
them to a very inferior position. It is only during the last decade
or so that, owing, in the main, to the labors of Sir Henry Howorth,
scholars have come to realize the importance of 1 (3) Esdras, with
which we are at p1·esent concerned."
Perhaps the lack of interest in this book is due, after all, to the
little value in it. "Luther hat das Buch nicht uebersetzt, well sein
Inhalt zu unbedeutend sei (E. A. 63, 103 f.) 111 says Kautzsch, Die
ApokT'yphen. und Pseudepigrapl&en
Testaments,
des Alten
p. 2.
Moreover, Kautzsch (op.cit., p. 2) makes this rather sweeping statement: ''lrgendwelchen Anspruch auf geschichtlichen Wert kann das
Buch nicht erheben. Es eignet ihm vielmehr mit vielen andem
Erzeugnissen der spaeteren juedischen Literatur das Verfahren,
aeltere Schriftstuecke zur Einkleidung und Stuetze eines in seiner
Zeit herrschenden Gedankens zu verwerten, gleichviel ob sle dazu
pnssen oder nicht."
Since this book has 1-eceived various titles, e. g., 1 Esdras,
2 Esdras, and 3 Esdras, and since the confusing titles have a tendency to cause people to confuse this book with the canonical book
of Ezra, it will be necessary to agree on some name. On this babel
of names Kautzsch (op. cit., p. 2), who calls it 3 Esdras, has this to
say: "Die Bezeichnung 'drittes Buch des Ezra' stammt erst aus der
lateinischen Bibeluebersetzung (Vulgata) [footnote: "Der Text der
lateinischen (d. i., der einzigen antiken) Version des 3. Ezrabuches
existiert in doppelter Gestalt: einer aelteren, die Sabatier in BiblioTum Sacrorum Latinae Veraionea Antiquae (Paris 1751) am Schluss
des dritten Bandes aus einem Cod. Colbertinus mitteilt und die vielleicht mit der Vetus Latina identisch ist, und der 'durch Glaettung
und Verbesserung' daraus entstandenen Rezension in der Vulgata;
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vgl. Schuuer, Art. 'Apokryphen des Alten Testaments' In der .Protat. ReczlncJ1JcL, Bd. I (Leipzig 1898), S. 832."], die umere Buecher
Ezra und Nehemia als entes und zwe.ltes Buch des Ezra zuhlte.
Die gr.lPC'blsr..h.e Bibeluebersetzung (Septuaglnta) hatte es dqepn
vor die Buecher Ezra und Nebernla gestellt und daber •entes Buch

des Ezra' genannt."
To bring about some order in the confua1on of the titles glvm
to Books of Ezra, we follow Oesterley (op. cit., p.440) In aubmltUDI
a tabular form.
Hebrew
BUiie

leptuqlnt

Valpte

1. Ezra

2Esdru or
EsdruB

lr.lru

2. Nehemiah

Neemias

3.-

1Esdruor

Nehemiu
(called also
2Esdru
in the Vulgate)
3EIClru

EsdrasA

Nehemiah

1Wn■

containing
most of the

C. -

canonical Ezra,
2 Chron. 35
and 38 and most
of Neh. 8. It ia
called the
Greek Ezra
Not extant
CEsdras

2:&dru

"It will conduce to clearness if we speak of our present book u
the 'Greek Ezra' and ignore those confusing titles. By the 'Hebrew
Ezra' is meant, of course, the canonical book of Ezra." Oesterley, op.
cit., p. 440.
Since, aa Kautzsch indicates (op. cit., p. 2), this book ls not an
independent piece of literary performance, but rather a compilation
from various sources, it might be of interest to indicate the Scriptural
sources from which parts of this book are drawn. These are not
verbatim quotations, and yet there naturally are to be expected
many literary similarities in word■ and phrases as well as content■•
Both Kautzsch and Oesterley give us tabulations which show
that the author, or rather compiler, has drawn from the canonical
books Chronicles, Ezra, and Nehemiah. According to these wrlten
Greek Ezra 1: 1-58 is drawn from 2 Chron. 35: 1 to 38: 21; Greek Ezra
2: 1-15 from Hebrew Ezra 1: 1-11 Ind 2 Chron. 38: 22, 23; Greek Ezra
2:18-30, from Hebrew Ezra 4:7-24; Greek Ezra 3:1 to 5:8 ■hows no
direct or indirect borrowing from Scripture; Greek Ezra 5:7-73,
from Hebrew Ezra 2:1 to 4:5 and Nehemiah 7:8-73; Greek Ezra 6:1
to 7: 15, from Hebrew Ezra 5: 1 to 8: 22; Greek Ezra 8: 1 to 9: 36, from
Hebrew Ezra 7:1 to 9:44; Greek Ezra 9:37-55, from Nehemiah 7:73
to 8:12.
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S1nce the Hebrew Ezra, i. e., the Book of Ezra in our Biblea,
2 l'.ldru or :r..dru B, the tnnalatlon of Hebrew Ezra in the Septua-

llnt. and Greek Ezra, the book under consideration, cover in the
main the ume points of history, lt might be of interest to say something about the relaticmahlp ln which the three stand to one another.
Naturally, the Hebrew Ezra wu flnt. F4dru B, the translation
from the Hebrew Ezra, found in the Septuaafnt, should be next In
time, which, however, is not conceded by all. Oesterley (op. c:lt.,
P. 4") contends that there are strong ll'OUDda for believing that the
Greek Ezra la of earlier date than F4dru B. It la interesting to note
that the only part of this book which la not drawn from canonical
Sc:ripture la that contained in cbapten 3:1 to 5:3, the story of the
competition between the three men of the body-guard of Darius on
these three sentences: "Wine la the strongest"; "The king la
strongest"; "Women are strongest, but above all things truth
beareth away the victory" (3: 1-12).
Although both Esdras B and the Greek Ezra draw their material
(with the exception mentioned above) from the Hebrew Ezra, there
is marked difference In the Greek of the two books. Oesterley (op.
cit., p. 443) contends that the "translation b free and paraphrastlc''
In the Greek Ezra, whereas in Esdras B, or 2 Esdras, the translation
la a very literal one; it follows the Hebrew text minutely and with
almost painful accuracy, sometimes giving renderings which are ao
close u to be rather lacking in sense In their translated form."
Thackeray (Hastings, Diet. of the Bible, I, p. 759 f.) compares the
Greek of these two books in the following words: "The two translaUom are of an essentially different character. While the writer
of Esdras B [2 Esdras] shows a slavish adherence to the Hebrew,
often transliterating his original and making no pretensions to style,
Esdras A [the Greek Ezra] is marked by a free style of translation,
an elegant and idiomatic Greek, a happy rendering of Hebraisms,
and an omission of difficulties, which make It a far more readable
book than the other. It was clearly Intended for Greek readen
unacquainted with Hebrew. The writer was a litten1teur in possession of a wide Greek vocabulary.
In this statement Thackeray assumes that both Greek Ezra and
Esdras B are translations of Hebrew Ezra. That assumption does
not seem to be altogether correct. It is probably true that the
writer of the Greek Ezra based the major portion of his book on
Hebrew or Aramaic sources, as most of the writers assume. However, concerning the story of the three young men of the bodyguard of Darius, Greek Ezra 3: 1 to 5: 6, it is generally agreed that
this portion of the book, which by some is considered its core, was
composed in Greek. Says Kautzsch (op. cit., p. l): "Es zeichnet sich
schon aeusserllch durch seine gefaelligere Form aus; denn es ist

https://scholar.csl.edu/ctm/vol12/iss1/58

4

Manz: The Opinions of Modern Scholars on the Origin of the Various Apoc
662

Modem Sc:holnn on Origin of Vnrioua Apocrnhal Boob

nicht, wie das uebrige, Uebenetzung aus dem Hebraei.-ben, IIODdem urspruengllch griechisch geschrieben." 0esterley (op. cit.,
p. 454) says: ''It was in all probabillty written in Greek by • Hellenistic Jew; yet the posslbillty of an Aramaic original Is not excluded." Cf. Charles, The Apocrupha cmd P,eudeploraplua of t1&1
Old Te,tament in Engliah, p. 3; Kautzsch, op. cit., p.1599.
About all that can be said with any degree of certainty about
the author of this book is that he was in all probabillty a Hellenistic Jew.
The date of the composition or compilation of the Greek Ezra
is also not at all certain. After weighing all considerations, Oesterley
(op. cit., p. 454) gives as the most probable date ca.100 B. C.
The place of the composition of this book is a matter of dispute. Some writers on the subject do not mise the question. Some
contend tha t it was compiled in Jerusalem or at least in Palestine;
others claim that it was written in Alexandria or at least in F.cYPl
Charles (op. cit., p. 5) contends that certain references in the book
itself (e.g., 2:17; 4:15; 4:23; 4:27; 8:26) and phrases used which
agree with those used iD Egyptian papyri suggest that it was written
in Egypt. This is the preferable view. Oesterley (op. cit., p. 45')
claims even that the writing of the book at about 100 B. C. "is corroborated by considerations of vocabulary, as has been well shown
by Dewick." (Cf. The lntemational Jottnlal o/ Apocrypha, Aprl],
1913, pp. 33, 34.)
Bibliography or Greek Ezra

Charles, R.H., Tl1e Apocryplu, and Paeudeplgrapha, Vol. I,_p.1 ff.
Ocsterley, W. 0. E., The Boob of the AJJOC7'J1Pha,• p. GI ff.
Knutuch, E., Die ApokTflphen. und Paeudeplgnphen dea Altea 2'atamenta, p.1 ff.
Fritsche, E:regetiac:hea Handbuch zu de" Apo'"1,p1um.
Howorth, Sir H. H., in Academ11 (1893).
Howorth, Sir H. H.. in PTOceedinga of the Society or Biblical Archaeology (1901-2) .
Torrey, Ezra. Studlea (1910).
Thackeray, in Hastings, Dictlo11aTtJ of tlui Bible.
Volz, in Encucl. Bibl.
TOBIT

"The book of Tobit is one of the most perfect of Hebrew idylls.
It was probably written within the second century B. C. It has
been transmitted in various forms, all of which are considered
to have sprung from a Hebrew or Aramic original," says the
introduction of Samuel Bagster's edition of the Apocrypha, P. L
In Alfred Rahlfs's critical edition of the Setuagint, which DO
doubt is the best in existence, we find two renditions placed side
by side. To the first rendition this significant note is a&ixed: -i"ob.
textus vulgaris: BA; in L hie liber deest (pars huius Uhri in 108 ab
• Their Orlsln, Teachlna,
Content..
and
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aUa manu addlta est)." Added to the aec:ond rendition ls this
note: '"'rob. S: hie textu.s non nisi. in cod. S inuenltur." (A denotes
Codex Alexanclrinus, B Codex Vatlcanus, and S Codex Sinaiticus,
usually referred to by the letter Ml.
On the various renditions of this book in Greek, Kautzsch
(op. cir., p.135) has this to say: "Das Buch Tobit llegt uns in einer
Reihe von mehr oder minder abwelchenden Texten vor. Diese
verschledenen Texte &ind jedoch nlcht etwa voneinander unabbaengige Behandlungen des naemlichen Themas, sondem nur
Variatlonen der urspruenglichen Bearbeitung desselben.
"Al& urspruenglichster oder gar der urspruengllche Text darf
wohl mit Noeldecke (Monauberichte der BerHNH" Akad., 18'19,
S. 45 ff.) der des Codex Alexandrinus (A) nngesehen werden.
Verbaeltnismaesslg wenige und geringe, aber lmmerhin als Glaettungen anerkennbare Abweichungen davon zelgt der Codex Vaticanus (B). Den Charakter einer Textbearbeitung traegt der
Codex Sinaiticus ( IC), "Ein Stueck besonderer grlec:hischer Textgestalt von 6, 9 bis 13, 8 bieten die Codices 44.106.107." Rahlfs, by
the way, prefers the text given in Codex A and Oesterley that of
Codex Slnaitlcus.
Kautzsch (C?P· cit., p.136), who claims that this book was
written in Greek originally and does not pretend to be history,
does not say anything about sources from which this book ls
drawn, as he did in regard to Greek Ezra. Oesterley (op. cit.,
p. 349), however, contends that the writer of Tobit used sources
and especially the story of Achikar the Wise. In fact, he feels
that it will be necessary to know this story if we would understand the story of Tobit, although he also admits other sources.
Says Oesterley: "This story must at one time have been very
wide-spread and popular. It has come down to us in several forms,
which differ largely from each other but which are, nevertheless,
all variations of the same story in their essence. A muchmutilated form of the story was found among the recently discovered Aramaic pa.puri of Elephantine, which shows that it was
current nmong the Jews at least as early ns the fi(th century B. C."
The Story of Aehlkar tho Wise
The story which is told in considerable detail by Oesterley
is this: Sennacherib, king of Assyria, had a vizier named Achlkar,
a wise and erudite scribe. When the king died, nnd Esarhaddon,
his son, reigned in his stead, Achikar continued to hold the same
office. In the course of time Achikar became very rich, had many
wives, and built many castles; but he had no son. In reply to his
earnest prayer for a son, it was told him that he must instead
adopt Nadin, his nephew. Achikar ('Ax,uxaoo; in Greek) did this
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and educated Nadln c:arefully, teaching him all manner of wllllom.
When Achlkar became old, he uked the k1ng to appoint Nadia In
his
This the k1ng dlcl But Nadln, u vizier, did not follow
place.
the wise c:oumels which he had received from Achikar, but
rather ill-treated his uncle's household. When Acbllrar tried to
correct his adopted son, Nadln accused Achllcar of high treuaa
against the king and showed the latter forged letten 1n proof of
Achikar's guilt. When Achikar wu uked for an explanation by
the king, he wu so horrified by the slanderous accusation that be
could not utter a word in defense. The king took this u a lip
of guilt and commanded that Achikar be put to death. Since,
however, the officer Nebusemakb, who wu to execute the klnl'•
command, had, in years put, been saved by Ac:hikar, when be bad
been the victim of a similar false ac:c:usation, he spared Achibr'1
life and hid him in a secret hiding-place underground.
When Pharaoh, king of Egypt, heard of the death of this wiR
vizier, he rejoiced and sent Esarhaddon, king of Aayria, a threatening letter to the effect that he would take away his klagdom (rom
him if he did not send him a wise man who would be able to
build a castle between heaven and earth. In his perplexity Esarhaddon took counsel with Nadln and all the wise men of the
realm, but there was no one found to be able to do what the king
of Egypt demanded. Now Nabusemakh told the king that he had
spared the life of Achikar. This delighted the king, and he richly
rewarded Nabusemakh. Achikar was brought before the kin&
agreed to answer all the requests of the king of F.gypt, and thu■
delivered king Esarhaddon from his embarrassment. Achikar wu
again placed at the head of the royal household and greatly honored,
while Nadin was rejected and soon died. Cf. Oesterley, op. cit.,
pp. 350-353.
That this story of Achikar the Wise, which evidently enjoyed
great popularity in ancient times, was widely known among the
Jews and was passed down by word of mouth, has come down to
us in various forms need not surprise us. Great differences are
found in the Syriac, Arabic, Armenian, Aramaic, Ethiopic, Hebrew,
Slavonic, and Greek forms of the story, which are still preserved.
"Now, the particular interest that the story of Achikar the Wise
has for the study of the Book of Tobit lies in the fa~ that the
writer of the latter utilized the former in the composition of his
book; he assumes, moreover, as we shall see, a knowledge of the
story of Achikar the Wise among his readers." (Oesterley, op. cit.,
p. 353.)

Oesterley's first reason for claiming that the writer of Tobit
used the story of Achikar the Wise as a basis of his book is this,
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that the author of Tobit, "quite incidentally, u though he were
well known" (op. cit., 354), refen to the person of Achlkar in Tobit
1: 21, 22, where we are told that Achlkar wu vizier of Sennacherib,
of Earbaddcm, and of Esarbaddon "appointed a second time." Thia
II certainly a statement which agrees with the atory of Achlkar
the WJse.
Next Oesterley (op. cit., p. 354) refen to Tobit 11:18, in which
we are told that Achikar and Nadab were present at the wedding

of Toblu, u evidence of borrowing. The slight variation in the
name Nadab and the fact that he is called the cousin lnatead of the
nephew of Achllcar need not affect the main point.
As the most striking evidence that the writer of Tobit used
the story of Achllcar, Oesterley (op. cit., 354) refen to Tobit 14:10.
Here we are told that .Achikar brought up an adopted son who
betrayed his benefactor by causing him to dwell 1n darkness
underground; but that ultimate]y Achikar is saved and Nadab
IUffen the fate which he had designed for his benefactor.
As a further illustration of the indebtedness of the writer of
Tobit to the story of Achikar, Oesterley (op. cit., p. 355) quotes
some parallel statements to Tobit from the story of Achlkar (Syriac
Version), thus:
Book of Tobit
Pour out thy bread and thy wine
on the tomb of the righteous and
give not to llnnen (4:17).
Alk counsel of every man that is
wile and clesDise not any counsel
that Is profttaole (4:18).

Story of Acldkar
My aon, JX.>ur out thy wine on the
gravn of the rJabteoua, nther than
drink it with evil men (2: 10).

My aon, auociate with the wise
man, and thou wilt become wise
like him (2:12).

That the author of Tobit used other non-Jewish sources is
very probable. There is, for example, a striking resemblance
between the Book of Tobit, 2: 2-9, and the "Story of the grateful
dead man," an Armenian tale, according to which a wealthy man
was once riding through a forest when he came upon some men
misusing a corpse. When he asked the reason for this, he was
told that the dead man had owed them money. He paid the man's
debts and buried the body. He then continued his journey home.
In his home city there dwelt a rich man, who had an only daughter.
She had married five husbands, but in each case the husband had
died on the night of the wedding. The hero of the tale resolved
to seek this woman in marriage in spite of what had occurred.
He succeeded in his desire. On the night of the wedding there
issued forth from the mouth of the bride a serpent, which sought
to bite and to kill him; but an unknown serving-man, who had
been keeping guard, slew the serpent and thus saved the life
of the bridegroom, to whom he then made himself known as the
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dead man whose corpse the bridegroom had buried In the forelt.
That there should not be any connection between this story about
the daughter, the serpent on the wedding-night, and Tobit 3:74.
is hard to believe. Cl Oesterley, op. cit., p. 356--357.
As to the purpose of the book Kautzsch (op. cit., p.136) bat
this to say: ''Das Buch bietet natuerllch nicht wirkllche Gescblcbte.
Als Historike,- aufzutreten, lag gar nicht in der Absicht ae1nel
Verfassers; der Zweck, den er verfolgte, war, seine Glaubensgenossen zu ermahnen und zu erbauen durch den Gedanken, daa
der Fromme, der seine Froemmigkeit, d. i., bier das genaue Einbnltcn der sittlichen und nicht zum wenigsten der rituallen Gebote
Gottes, im Unglueck und unter den Heiden bewaehrt, von Gott
wunderbar geleitet und mit reichem Lohne bedacht wird." Tbe
purpose is also expressed. by Oesterley ( op. cit., p. 360 ff.) when be
discusses the religious standpoint of the author. Charles (op. cit.,
p.174) claims that this book "probably emanated from orthodox
circles in Egypt" and hence maintained the moral and ethical
teachings of the Jews.
The original language of this book is a matter of controversy.
After a thorough investigation of all evidence, Charles comes to
the conclusion: "It must be admitted that the evidence of o
Semitic origin is not strong enough to put the matter beyond controversy" (op. cit., p. 182). "It is far mo1·e likely that a popular
work such as Tobit would be written in Aramaic than Hebrew,
especially if written in Egypt." (Op. cit., p.180.)
Kautzsch (op. cit., p.136) makes the bold statement: "Es
laesst sich fast mit Sicherheit behaupten, doss unser Buch urspruengllch griechisch. geschrieben gewesen ist. Der von A (und B)
dargebotene Text 1st durchweg krilisch unanfechtbar."
Oesterley (op. cit., p. 367-368) says: ''Finally, if, as seems
upon the whole probable, the book was originally written in Greek,
a further reason for regarding Egypt as its original home is offered.
Some scholars are strong advocates of a Semitic (Hebrew or
Aramaic) original, but to give details of the reasons for either
contention would involve technicalities which would be inappropriate here. It must suffice to say that the Greek, as a whole,
does not read like a translation, whatever may be the case in
isolated instances. If one reads the Greek of Ecclesiasticus, which
is admittedly a translation, and compares it with that of the Book
of Tobit, the difference is enormous and forces one to believe that,
if Tobit was originally written in Hebrew or Aramaic, its Greek
form must not be a translation, but a paraphrase."
Where this book was written is also a question which is
debated by the scholars. Says Kautzsch ( op. cit., p.136): "Der
Ort der Abfassung ist mit Noeldeke wahrscheinlich ausserhalb
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Palaealinas, vielleicht in Aegypten zu suchen; die Betonung der
alXJlCl).IIIOUI dea Tobit scheint den Standpunkt dea Verfassers selbst
onzudeuten. Ebemo we1st die schwaermeriache Vcrehrung Jenisalems auf die juedische Diaspora. llfanches spricht nun dafuer,
nn die aegyptiache zu denken; denn (1) in Oberaegypten wird
der Daemon gefesselt; (2) die Kenntni9 der meaopotamischen
Gegenden ist ungenau; (3) am aegyptiachen (ptolemaeischen
Hofe) finden wir wiederholt Mltglleder der juedischen Gemeinde
in Amt und Wucrden."
Oeaterley (op. cit., p. 366 f.) inclines to the same opinion as
Kautzsch, saying: ''The place of origin of the book cannot be
decided with any certainty; it lies between Palestine and Egypt,
though the balance of probability points to the latter. The book
was writ.ten for the Jews of the Dispersion; this is clear from
such words as the following: 'Give thanks unto Him before the
Gentiles, ye children of Israel .•. living' (13: 3, 4), and the writer
himself says he is in captivity in 13: 6: 'I, in the land of my captivity, give Him thanks.' As another evidence that the book was
written in Egypt, Oesterley ( op. cit., p. 367) points to Tobit 6: 3,
where we arc told that "a great fish leaped out of the water and
would have swallowed the foot of the young man...•" He holds
that the author must have the crocodile In mind, which lives in
:Egypt. Again, the fact that the writer used as a source the
"Tractate of Kohns" is claimed as evidence that Tobit was written
in Egypt. This tractate was originally written for the purpose of
propagaling the cult of the Egyptian god Khons. In it occurred
lhe story of n beautiful princess who was possessed by a demon,
but by the help of Khons the demon was expelled and the princess
cured. Only Egyptian Jews needed an antidote to the "Tractate
of Khons."
The date of the composition of the Book of Tobit is likewise
uncertain. ''The book is certainly pre-Maccabean," says Charles
(op. cit., p.183). After discussing various arguments in favor of
certain dates at some length, Charles comes to this conclusion:
"Tobit was writ.ten at the very earliest ca. 350 B. C.; at the latest,
ca. 170 B. C., probably much nearer the latter than the former
date." (Op. cit., p.185.)
On this matter Kautzsch ( op. cit., p. 136) comes to this conclusion: ''Uebcr Zeit und Ort der Abfassung ist viel Sicheres und
Genaues nicht festzustellen. Nach Comill !assen uns die entwickelte Daemonologie und Angelologie sowie das pharisaeische
Froemmigkeitsideal nicht ueber das zweite vorchristliche Jahrhundert zurueckgreifen. Vielleicht darf der Umstand, dass viele
'Brueder' des gesetzestreuen Tobit in ihren religioesen Pftichten
laessig sind, uns nach Noeldeke an die Zeit kurz vor dem Auftreten
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der Makkabaeer erinnern, so dus wir ala tenniau • Q110 etwa
die Zeit plus-minus 175 anzu.sehen haetten. EID tenniau ad qua
Jaeat slch beaer feststellen: es fat die Zeit plus-minus 25 v.
Der Verfaaer untencheldet naernJtch 14:5 den ppnwaerUpD
nnansebnJlchen, cl. h., dem Salomonlachen. nng)elcben, Tempel
Serubbabels von dem zukuenftigen herrllchen Bau der melllanblc:hen Zeit. Er kennt also noch nicht den bvodlaatscben Pnchtbau, achreibt somit vor de.ssen Zelt."
Oesterley, judging by the teaching of the book, comes to tbts
conclusion: ''The book is not necessarily later than Ecc:lestuttcul,
for, although it does in some respects shows a development of
doctrine, it ls quite possible for contemporaries to be in substantial
agreement and yet for one to hold slightly more advanced vim
on certain points than another. Our book may thus be asslped
to a date not much later than B. C. 175 and not earlier than
B. C. 190." (Op. cit., p. 366.)
'
Luther wrote a preface to the Book of Tobit. He makes these
remarks: "Und das griechische Exemplar slehet fut also, dass es
ein Spiel gewest sei; denn es redet alles in Tobiae Person, wie die
Penonen im Spiel zu tun pflegen. Darnach fat ein Meister kommen und hat solch Spiel in elne ordentllche Rede gefaaet."
''Darum lat das Buch uns Christen auch nuetzllch und gut zu
lesen, als eines feinen hebraelschen Poeten, der keine leichtfertigen, sondem die rechten Sachen handelt und aus der Maslen
christllch treibt und beschreibt." (St. L., XIV:76, 77.)

a.r.
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"'l'he title of the book in Greek la simply 1 Iou&1lt. • • • The
name, of coune, simply means "Jf!IWaL'" (Charles, op. cit., p. 243.)
'-rhe story of Judith Is a contribution to the literature of Jewish
patrlotlam. It Is a sacred historical novel The story Is laid in the
period just after the return from the Captivity." (Samuel Bagster
Edition, Introduction.)
Oeaterley (op. cit., pp. 372 ff.) outlines the contents of the book.
He refers to Judith 1: 1; 2: 1 ff.; 4: 2, 3; 4: 6-8 u evidence that the
writer ls not to be looked upon BS an historian and then concludes:
"On the face of it, therefore, the book Is not to be regarded u
historical. Yet the writer is well acquainted with the Old Testament, and so far u the geography of Palestine is concerned, he Is
thoroughly au fait. We must conclude that he simply chose the
historical names and times BS the framework ln which to place his
story ln order that he might thereby render it more dramatic; he
purposely commits gross hiatorical blunders in order to make it
clear to his readers at the outset that the historical period chosen la
merely for literary effect; 'they are to understand that this is fiction,
not history; it did not take place in this or that definite period of
Jewish history, but simply "once upon a time," the real vaguenesa
of the date being transparently disgulaed ln the manner which has
become familiar in the folk-tales of other parts of the world' (Torrey in the Jewiah. E71CJ1clopedia, vn, p. 388b)." (Oesterley, op. cit.,
p.378.)
A. to the various forms in which the Greek text has come down
to us Kautzsch (op. cit., p.147) has this to say: "Der Text der griec:blsc:hen Uebersetzung liegt in drei Rezenslonen vor: (a) Der der
I.XX-Codices A und B, welch ersterem Slnaltlcus haeufig folgt.
Unserer Uebersetzung ist der Text von A zugrunde gelegt; (b) der
der Codices 19, 108, Lucians Textrevlslon; (c) der des Codex 58,
mit welchem Vet. Lat. und Syr. zusammengehen." Cf. Oesterley,
op. cit., p. 379 f.
Concerning the teaching of the book Kautzsch (op. cit., p. 148)
says: "Unser Buch dient aehnllch wie dBS Tobit-Buch der Glaubensstaerkung und Erbauung der Volksgenossen des Verfassers.
Auch gegen die heldnische Uebermacht sollen sle bereit sein, fuer
lhren Glauben und Kultus den Kampf aufzunehmen. Solange sle
sich nlcht an ihrem Gotte versuendlgen durch Goetzendienst oder
Uebertretung seiner rituellen Gebote, slnd sie seines Schutzes gewiss, und vermag die gewaltigste Kriegsmacht nichts wider sle.
Dieser Gedanke ist in eine Geschichte gekleidet, die wahncheinlich
vom Verfasser frei erfunden ist. Benutzt hat er fuer seine Darstellung mancherlei Namen historischer Personen und Ortschaften.
Von jenen sei Nabuchodonozor, den er zum Koenige von Ninlve
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macht, Holofernes, der Satrap und Feldherr des Artaxerxes Ocbua,
und der Eunuch Bagoas, ein Zeltgenoue des vorlgen, erwaehnt.
Unter den Ortsnamen muessen wlr vor allem Bethulla nennea. da
'der Verfasser seine Erzaeblung nicht geographlsch in die Luft pbaut haben wird' (Schuerer)." Cf. Oeaterley, op. cit., p. 381.f.
"As to the anonymous author there ls no tradition. From his
writing in Hebrew and from his detailed references to the geograpbr
of the Holy Land, it may be inferred that he was a Palestinian Jew.
From his theological views lt seems that he belonged to the Pharisaic party. He was a man of some literary skill," says Charles, op.
clt., p. 246.
In regard to the original language of this book Charles (op. cit.,
p. 224) says: "It ls generally agreed that the original was SemWc,
and Hebrew rather than Aramaic. Indeed, there can be no possibility of doubt lf we consider the style of the Greek and the nature
of some of the mistakes in it. The language is not merely that
popular Greek which we now know from papyri of the earlier
centuries of A. D. to have been identified with the XOlvi1 6uilrxio;
of the New Testament, even when independent from any Semitic
idiom. The translation is so literal that it can be put back into
Hebrew with ease, and in some cases becomes fully intelligible only
when so retranslated. Moreover, the usual lack of particles shows
that the writer was under the influence of a foreign idiom, while
the constant recurrence of phrases uncommon in late Greek but
frequent in Hebrew shows incontestably the lnnguuge of th~ original." Cf. Pauly-Wissowa, p.1609.
Oesterley (op. cit., p. 384) agrees with Charles when he say1:
''There can be not two opinions as to what the original language of
the book was, namely, Hebrew; in numerous instances the Greek
proves itself to have been translated from Hebrew, the idioms being
those of classical Hebrew, so that this was the language of both the
longer and the shorter forms. St. Jerome, in the preface lo his
translation, says that he had the book before him in Aramaic; lh1s
cannot, however, have been the original, for neither Origen nor the
Jews with whom he was in communication knew either of a Hebrew
or an Aramaic form of the book. The Hebrew original was lost altogether in the West, but must have been preserved in some form or
other in the East."
Kautzsch (op. cit., p.147) is ve1-y positive that the original was
Hebrew, for we read "Das Judith-Buch ist, wie mit Sicherheil behauptet werden darf, urspruenglich hebraeisch geschrieben gewesen. Das beweisen nicht nur die zahlreichen Hebraismen, wie
-f111io11; m,>.la; und tv -rut; -iJ11!EoC11; oder aq,611011 und nlijlto; .m1.v c,qi6lloa
u. v. a., sondem auch Missverstaendnisse des grlechischen Uebersetzers, wie das 3: 9."

Published by Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary, 1941

13

Concordia Theological Monthly, Vol. 12 [1941], Art. 58
Modem Scho1an on Origin of Various Apoc:rypbal Boob

671

As to the date of the book Charles (op. cit., p. 245) says: "Allowing some time for the original book to become establlahed before it

f

wu tranalated, ... we should probably date the Greek not later
than the bP.glnning of the first century A. D."
Judging by the contents and thf" teaching .,f the book, Oesterley
comes to this conclusion as to the date of the book: "So that we may
..Cely assign the middle of the first century B. C. as the date of the
latff fonn of our book. As regards the earlier fonn of our book,
it is to be noted that it contains no references to ceremonial observances, a fact which proves that it must have been written before
Pharisaism had had time to develop; this is of itself suBiclent to
show that the book in its original form was written before 100 B. C.,
so that we shall not be far wrong in fixing its date about the middle
of the second century B. C." (Op. cit., p. 384. Cf. Charles, op. cit.,
p. 245; Pauly-Wissowa, p.1609.)
On the time of the composition of this book Kautzsch (op. cit.,
p.149) says: "Als Abfnssungszeit unsers Buches wird allgemein die
Zeit der Makkabaeer angcsehen. Ein krlegerischer Geist durchweht das Ganze. Derselbe aeussert sich in fanntischem Hasse wider
alles heidnische Wesen, so dass selbst die vom Alten Testament
verurteilte Schandtat des Simeon und Levi Anerkennung findet,
und nicht minder ist fuer ihn charakteristisch das starke Bewusstsein, dass der gegenwaertige Krieg cin heiliger, fuer Jahwe und
seinen Kultus gefuehrter ist. Endlich erscheint als Feind der Juden
der Koenig Nabuchodonozor, ein Typus fuer Antiochus Epiphanes;
vgl. Cornill, Einl., S. 271. Das alles sind deutllche Merkzeichen der
makkabaeischen Zeit."
Luther expresses high admiration for this book in his preface
toil (St. L. XIV:68 ff.) He says: "Woman die Geschichte Judith
koennte aus bewaehrten, gewissen Historien beweisen, so waere es
ein edel, fein Buch, das auch billig in der Bibel sein sollte, nber es
will sich schwerlich reimen mit den Historien der Helli.gen Schrift,
sonderlich mit Jeremin und Esra," etc. He also expressed the idea,
which is commonly accepted now, that it is not history but rather
propaganda literature, for he says: "Etllche wollen, es sei kein Gesehicht, sondern ein geistlich schoen Gedicht eines helligen, geistreichen Mannes, der darinnen babe wollen malen und vorbilden des
ganzen juedischen Volks Glueck und Sieg wider alle ihre Feinde,"
etc. "Solche Meinung gefaellt mir fast wohl, und denke, dass der
Dichter wissentlich und mit Fleiss den Irrtum der Gezeit und
Namen darein gesetzt hat, den Leser zu vermahnen, dass er's fuer
ein solch geistlich, hellig Gedicht halten und verstehen sollte."
"Darum ist es cin fein, gut, hellig, nuetzllch Buch, uns Christen
wohl zu lesen."
From the fact that this book was written by a Palestinian Jew
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and in the Hebrew language (although the orfllnal Hebrew II not
at hand and the Hebrew veralom known are late) both CbarJea ml
Oesterley suggest Palestine as the probable place of compolltion cf
this book. Cf. Charles, op. cit., p. 2'5; Oesterley, op. cit., p. 185;
Kautzsch, op. cit., p. 148.
BlbllOll'apby
Charles, I, pp. 242-ffl.
Oes=, 372-384.
Kau
, I, pp.147-16'.
Frltzsche, Die Buechl!T' Tobiu und Judith eT1claffl (185S).
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THE WISDOM OF SOLOMON

Concerning the title of this book, which does not always bear
the same name, Charles says ( op. cit., p. 519) : ''The earliest
mention of the book is perhaps found in p. 11 a, line 8, of the
Muratorlan Canon (A. D. 200). There the title ls 'Saplentia,' with
the added words 'ab amicis Solomonis in honorem ipsius scripta.'
Clement of Alexandria, head of the Catechetical school, A. D. 190 to
203, speaks of it under the title 'Wisdom of Solomon.' Tertulllan
(ca. 200) quotes it as the 'Wisdom of Solomon.'" Cf. Kautzsch,
op. cit, p. 476.
Oesterley (op. cit., p. 455) says about the title: ''The title "1'be
Wisdom of Solomon' in the English versions comes from the Greek
manuscripts, the three oldest of which have this exact title, while,
in one form or another, they all have it. But the old Latin
version has only 'The Book of Wisdom,' without any mention of
Solomon; and the Syriac version, while ascribing it to Solomon,
adds, 'of which there is a doubt; whether another wise man of
the Hebrews wrote it in a prophetic spirit, putting it in the name
of Solomon, and it was received.' "
On the matter of the title of the book Kautzsch (op. cit., p. 478)
has this illuminating note: "Das Buch der Weisheit Salomos verdankt diese seine Aufschrift, sowohl im griechlschen Original als
in den Uebersetzungen, dem Umstande, dus es sich selbst an
mehreren Stellen, besonders in Kap. 7-9, am deutllcbsten Kap.
9:7, 8, als eine Rede des Koenigs Salomo einfuehrt.''
If Solomon was not the author of this book, as is generally
agreed, although some early Latin Fathers believed that he
wrote it, we may well ask the question why it should have been
ascribed to Solomon in the first place. The answer which is
usually given in this, that to the Jews, Solomon was the wisdomwriter pa,- ezcellence and that, therefore, any one desiring to com-
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mend a book on wisdom would naturally choOle this name u
a s-udonym In preference to any other.
Kautzsc:h (op. cit., p. 476) says on thla matter: "Ea kann aber
ke1nem Zweifel unterllegen, dass wir clarln elne Nachblldung elner
Form haben, die scbon In der apaeteren bebraeischen
llterariachen
IJteratur uebllch geworden war, nach der der wegen seiner Welabelt beruehmte Koenig von Israel gewiaermaaen ala Patron
der geaamten dldaktiachen Llteratur angeaehen wurde (vgl. Sir.
(16-19)." "Sieber haben die Zeltgenoaen des Verfassers
nlcht daran gedacht, dass . Ihnen hler elne authentlsche Rede
Salomoa vorgetragen werden sollte."
cit.,
Charles states (op.
52'): "The author of the book ls
generally assumed to be an Alexandrian Jew."
Although Oesterley discusses the question of a composite
authonblp &om page 4M to 469, he comes to no definite conclusion,
but uya: "As to the personality of the author but very few data
are to be gathered from the book; he must In all probability have
been a Jew (cp. 12:22), but a Hellenlstlc Jew, yet loyal to the
Law (18: 4), who lived and wrote in Egypt (see 12: 23 ff.; 15: 18, 19,
18: 1, 9, where reference is made to Egyptian animal worship);
his Jewish feeling is evidenced throughout the book; that he was
domiciled In Alexandria is highly probable, for this was the center
of Jewlah-Hellenlstic culture." (Op. cit., 457-458.)
Kautzsch (op. cit., p. 479) is much more positive on the authorship of this book than Oesterley, for he says: "Du Werk ist offenbar das wohldlsponierte Erzeugnls elnes elnzlgen Verfassers.
Ueber jetzt verschollene Hypothesen, die es In Arbeiten verscbiedener Haende zerlegten, s. Grimm, S. ~15; Wace, S. 415. . . .
Die Vennutungen ueber bestimmte Persoenllchkelten ala vermeintlic:he Verfasser des Buches glauben wir ala wertlos uebergehen zu
10llen; vgl. darueber Grimm, S. 16-26; Wace, S. 411-415. Die
Wahnchelnllchkeit spricht fuer elnen griechlscb geblldeten, aber
gesetzestreuen aegyptiscben Juden. Dass er in Aegypten lebte,
verraet die Anspielung auf den aegyptischen Tierdienst, 15: 18, 19;
18: 1, 9. Fuer Alexandria spricht, dass hler die Helmstaette der
griechlsch-juedischen Bildung war."
Even Luther has something to say on the question of authorahlp, for we read (St. L., XIV: 72-77): "Dies Buch ist lange Zelt
in Zank gestanden, ob's unter die Buecher der Helllgen Schrift des
Alten Testaments zu rechnen sein sollte oder nlcht, sonderllch well
der Dlchter sich hoeren laesst im neunten Kapltel, V. 7, ala redete
In diesem ganzen Buch der Koenig Salomo, welcher auch von der
Weisheit Im Buch der Koenige hoch geruehmt wird. Aber die
alten Vaeter haben's stracks aus der Helllgen Schrift gesondert
und gehalten, es sei unter der Person des Koenigs Salomo gemacht,
43
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auf daa es um solchea hochberuehmten Koenlp Namen und
Person willen deato mehr geachtet und groeaer Amehen baette
bel den Gewaltlgen auf Erden, an welche ea vornehm1lch pachrieben fat, und vielleicht laenpt untersepngen waere, wo ea
der Mebter, so er geringes Amehem pweat, unter selnem N'llllllll
haette laaen ausgehen."
As to the original language of the book Oesterle:, (op. cft.,
p. 455) makes the terse and telling footnote: "That the book wu
originally written ln Greek admits of no doubt." Charles (op. cft.,
p. 524 f.) fully agrees with Oe.lterle:,. Cf. Paul:,-Wlssowa, 2. Serie,
Bd. 2, S. 1612.
About the original language of the book Kautzsch (op. c:it.,
p. 476) says: "Das Buch selbst zelgt uns elnen in griechiP:her
Sprac:he und Literatur nicht unbewanderten Juden. Sein Griechlsc:h 1st zwar nic:ht ilnmer korrekt, indem er biswellen Worte ln
einer Bedeutung braucht, die in der klasslschen Sprache nlc:ht
uebllc:h 1st. Aber andererselts zelgt er doch elne ausgebreltete
Kenntnis des griechischen Wortschatzes und 1st in die Sprac:he
so elngelebt, dass er aehnlic:h wie Philo (vgl Siegfried, Plula 1IOII
Ale:mndrici [1875], S. 46 f., 135) auc:h eigne neue Wortkompolitionen und Phrasen zu bilden wagt. Seine Dantellung zellt
Belesenheit in den griechisc:hen Dic:htem in manc:hen Part1en
seines Buches, die sich durch poetischen Schwuq und geschic:kte
Handhabung mancher dichterischen Formen auszeichnen."
As to the date of the book Charles (op. cit., p. 521) sa:,1:
"The present writer inclines to a date between 50 and 30 B. C. for
the first part of the book and 30 B. C. to A. D. 10 for the second
part."
''Fuer die Abfassungszeit bildet die Entstehung der griechischen Blbeluebersetzung (ca. 250) die Grenze nach oben, die nicht
zu bezweifelnde [? ED.] Bekanntschaft des Apostels Paulus mit
dem Buc:he die Grenze nach unten. Die neuesten Datlerungen
schwanken zwischen 150 v. Chr. bis 40 n. Chr. Die Stellung, die
der Verfasser in der Entwicklung des Alexandrlnlsmus var Philo
elnnimmt (vgl. Siegfried, Philo 1.10n. Alezanc!Tia, S. 22-24), sprlc:ht
dafuer, ihn zwischen 100-50 v. Chr. nnzusetzen." After discussing
the matter on pp. 459-464 in a rather detailed form on the buis
of three separate considerations, Oesterley (p. 464) comes to this
conclusion: "All things considered, the most probable date would
seem to be the latter half of the last century B. C., the earlier
part of the book belonging to the beginning, the latter half to the
end, of this period."
A short, but able appreciation of the book is given in these
words of the introduction to Samuel Bagster's edition of the
Apocrypha: "This book is one of the most beautiful and important ln
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the Apocrypha. Ita fint portion (1:1 to 11:<I) la dlatlqulsbed for the

lm8UW' beaut¥ of It.a style, Its noble teaching of Immortality, and
Its paneoric on wisdom. The second portion of the book Is very
Inferior to the ftnt from a literary point of vlew. It contains a
pictorial commentary on the story of the Exod1.11. -The book was,
without doubt, written In Greek by an Alexandrian Jew, probably
• abort while before the Christian era."
Oaterley, pp. '55,......f,TB.
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Charles, I, pp. 518-588.
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Swete, The Olcl Teatament 17' GreeJc, ii, p. 608 f.
Thackeray, The Relation. of St. Paul to Con&emporari, Jewlah Thoqht,
p. 231 (1900).
Grafe, Du Verhaeltnla clff P11uHnlac:hen. Sehrlftn. nr Sapfentlll Salamonia (1892).
lSanday and Headlam, Romana.
Hausrath, Der Apoatel Paulus, p. 23 (1872).
SIBACB

This book Is known by various names. "Ecclesiasticus," "Wis-

dom of Jesua the Son of Sirach," ''The Book of Ben Sira," "Das
Buch Jesus Sirach," and "Sirach" are some of these names.
Cf. Charles, op. cit., p. 270; Oesterley, op. cit., p. 321; Kautzsc:h,
op. cit., p. 230 ff.
A brief but nevertheless illuminating characterization of the
book Is glven in the introduction of Samuel Bagster's edition of
the Apocrypha. It reads: ''This book was originally written in
Hebrew by Joshua Ben Sira of Jerusalem a few years before the
outbreak of the Maccabean persecution. It was translated by his
grandson into Greek, and until recently the book was known only
In its Greek form, but by a surprising series of discoveries nearly
the whole of the work is now extant In a Hebrew text.
"The book falls into two distinct and unequal divisions. The
fint forty-three chapters comprise, in the main, a text-book of
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morals, which is of great value u reflecting the mannen and
cuatoma of the age. The Jut eight chapters are occuplecl chle8y
with the beautiful prose-hymn known as 'The Praise of l"amoUI

Men.'"
Luther, in his preface to this book (St.L., XIV:78ff.), peu
the following notes of appreciation of thb book: "Dies Buch 1st
blsher genannt im Latein Eccleslmtl.cus, welches sle haben verdeutscht: die geistliche Zucht. Und 1st fast wohl getrieben und
gebraucht in der Kirche, mit Lesen, Singen, und Predlgen, aber
mit wenigem Verstand und Nutzen, ohne dass es hat mueaen der
Geistlichen Stand und Kirchengepraenge ruehmen. Somt helat
sein rechter Name 'Jesus Sirach,' nach seinem Meister, wie Nine
eigene Vorrede und das Griechische gibt. . . . Es ist ein nuetzllch
Buch fuer den gemeinen Mann; denn ouch alle sein F1ela lit,
dass er einen Buerger oder Hausvater gottesfuen:htig, fromm und
klug mache," etc.
Concerning the title of the book Charles (op. cit.• p. 291) says:
"In the MSS. of the Greek Bible the author of our book is called
' Iqooil; ~uoux, or more briefty ~uoux. • . . The full name of the
author is given in the body of the book, in 50: 27." There we read:
'lflooil; 1110; ~[011x 'E),1ut110 o 'l1ootJooAuµlni;, Jesus, the son of Slrach
Eleazar of Jerusalem."
Rahlfs, in his edition of the LXX, gives us this note: ''Sir.
(= Siracides uel F.cclesiasticus [liber]): BSA."
"This is the longest, and perhaps also the most important, of all
the books of the Apocrypha. It covers almost one hundred pages
in Rahlfs's edition of the LXX. Koutzsch uses 244 pages for his
Einleitung, Ue&e,-setzung, and Anmerkungen in his edition of the
Apocrypha.
As to the importance of this book Kautzsch (op. cit., p. 230)
says: "Die umfangreiche Spruchsammlung, die in der Lutherschen
Bibeluebersetzung den Titel 'Das Buch Jesus Sirach' traegt, beansprucht unter den Apokrypben des Alten Testaments schon
dadurch ein besonderes Interesse, well sie die aelteste dieser
Schriften ist und an Alter sogar dos Buch Daniel [?] ueberragt,
das noch in den Kanon Aufnahme gefunden hat, jedenfalls deshalb,
well es den altehrwuerdigen Namen des beruehmten Daniel, eines
Zeitgenossen des Cyrus, trug, waehrend der Siracide sein Werk
unter seinem Namen veroeffentlichte. Aber dies Werk ist zugleich unter den in rhythmischer Form abgefassten Apokryphen du
bedeutendste, ebenso wie das erste Buch der Makkabaeer unter
den apokryphischen "Geschichtsbuechem." The hypothesis of a
second-century date for Daniel is unfounded.
Explaining the title of this book, Oesterley ( op. cit., p. 321 f.)
says: "Ecclesiasticus," the name with which we are most familiar,
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gives no lndlc:atlon as to the contents of the book; it bu, however,
been the title whereby the book was known in the Westem Church
ever since the third century. St. Jerome retained the familiar
title in his utln version of the Bible, and it has continued in the
Church ever since. On account of its manifold instruction in
conduct of life it was much used in the early Church, especially
in the cue of catechumens; the title, therefore, of F.cclesiasticus
was probably given to it because it was the ecclesiastical book
par ezceUence. What the original title was we do not know; but
in most manuscripts of the Greek version the title given is: 'Wisdom
of Jesus, the Son of Sirach'; in the Syriac version it is: 'Wisdom
of Ben Sira.' Both these were translations from the Hebrew, so
that we shall not be Eur wrong in believing that the original title
ran: 'The Wisdom of Ben Sira' or 'The Wisdom of Jesus Ben Sira.'
[Note: In the recently found Hebrew text the author speaks of
himself as "Simeon, the son of Jeshua (Jesus), the son of Eleazar,
the son of Sina.''] The Greek translator, in the prolog of the book,
speaks of his grandfather 'Jesus' as the author. In the Talmud
the book is referred to DS 'The Book of Ben Sira'; the name
'Jesus' would have been omitted by the Rabbis for obvious reasons.''
The contents, the doctrinal standpoint of the author, the integrity of the text, the Sadducenn or Pharisaic tendency of the
author, which Charles, Knutzsch, and Oesterley treat at considerable length, cannot be discussed here, for that would lead us too
far afield. All these questions are, of course, of interest. Some
are particularly important when the bearing of the Apocrypha on
the New Testament is studied.
There should be no need of much discussion ns to the author
of this book since the author of the Greek translation in the prolog
calls the author of the original Hebrew his "grandfather Jesus."
It is the grandson of "Jesus, the son of Slrach of Jerusalem," who
wrote the Greek text. Cf. Charles, op. cit., p. 280-291; PaulyWissowa, Zoe. cit., p. 1611.
Yet we should like to know what manner of man this Jesus
Ben Sira was. Kautzsch (op. cit., 233,234) explains in detail the
presence of 'EAtlitao after ~ElO«~ in 50: 27 in Codex Alexandrinus.
While Fritzsche held that this name was added by a later hand,
Kautzsch contends that it goes back to an old tradiUon.
From Oesterley's lengthy discussion of the author of the book
we draw the following. "In the prolog of the Greek version the
writer says that he is about to translate his grandfather's work;
in the Hebrew text the author gives his name, as we have seen;
this is also given in the subscription; moreover, in the Talmud
the author is given as Ben Sira. There is, therefore, every reason
to believe that the author was Ben Sim; ana this is universally
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acknowledged. That he wrote the whole book does not admit ol
doubt; unity of authorship is stamped upon the work tbroupout.
Further, that the Greek translation represents substantially tbe
author's book, which his grandson had before him, is also practically certain. On the other hand, it may be doubted whether
the book represents the final fonn which the author intended It to
have; whether he was interrupted ln his work, or whether he d1ed
before he was able to sift and arrange his materlal, a careful ltudy
of the book leaves the impression that the author left it In an
incomplete state." Op. cit., p. 322.
The reasons for thinking that the book did not receive lts
final revision are these: In many parts of the book the material ii
not logically arranged; the same subject matter is treated In
different parts of the book; and there is inconsistency of teachlng
on cardinal points of doctrine, e. g., the doctrine of sin.
"Ben Sira was not only an orthodox Jew, but he wu also a
scribe and a teacher. His grandson tells us in the Prolog that his
grandfather had devoted his life to the study of 'the Law, the
Prophets, and the other books of our fathers,' and that his object,
in doing so, was that he might by teaching help others to a
knowledge of the Law as well as in carrying out its precepts.
Ben Sira's own words bear out the truth of this, for he is evidently speaking from personal experience when he says: 'Leisure
increaseth wisdom to the scribe' (38: 24); moreover, his very
intimate knowledge of the Old Testament is just what one would
expect of a scribe; this knowledge is evident on every page of his
book, which is saturated with the thoughts of the Olcl Testament
wisdom literature, almost the very words of which occur again and
again; in the concluding chapters of his book ( 44: 1 to 50: 24) he
sings the praises of all the great ones of Israel and shows how he
has his Old Testament at his fingers' ends." (Op. cit., p. 324.)
The following passages from his book are quoted as having some
bearing upon the author as a scribe and a teacher: 38:24 to 39:3;
39: 1-3; 51: 23-28; 24:30-34; 33:16-18; 39: 12 ff.; 39:4; 34: 10-12;
51: 1-13; etc.
That the original language was Hebrew is evident from these
words of the Greek translator in his prolog: ''The same things
uttered in Hebrew and translated into another tongue have not
the same force in them," v. 22 f. That is confirmed by the fact,
already alluded to, that a large portion (about two thirds) of the
book has in recent years been found in Hebrew. Cf. Oesterley,
op. cit., 329. "Although he does not actually say so, it is pretty
obvious that Ben Sira's grandson implies here that he translated
his grandfather's book from the Hebrew (from the words of the
Prolog). In the second place, in St. Jerome's time it would appear
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that Hebrew manuscripts of the book ex.lated 1n Palestlne, for 1n
hia preface to the books of Solomon he saya that he found the book
of Jesus, the 110D of Sirach, 1n Hebrew. 'l'ben, apln, 1n later times
Saecfl•h (A. D. 920) speaks of the exlatence of copies of the Hebrew
text, and he says that the vowel-points were added, which wu,
u • rule, only done In the case of canonical books. And, lastly,
1n • number of cases the renderings of the Greek necessitate the
aaumptlon that they were translated from Hebrew.
"But all doubt, where such existed, was set at rest by the discovery (1896-1900) of a number of fragments of the Hebrew
text. . . . Altogether about thirty leaves were found; they are
fragments belonging to four different manuscripts, and they all
come from the Genizah of a synagog 1n Cairo. As all these
manuscripts are written on paper and not on vellum, they cannot
be earlier than the ninth century A. D., for paper was not intro,
duced until this century; they all belong probably to the end of
the tenth or the beginning of the eleventh century." Oesterley,
op. cit., pp. 329, 330.
"But while it is thus evident that Hebrew was the original
language in which our book was written, it does not necessarily
follow that the recently found manuscripts contain the original
form of the Hebrew." Oesterley, op. cit., p. 331. Cf. Kautz.sch,
op. cit., p. 255.
Zahn, The lntTOducticm to the New Teatciment, p. 6, says conceming the language of this book: "Jesus, the son of Sirach, a
resident or Jerusalem, wrote his book of proverbs 1n Biblical
Hebrew about 180 B. C., and his grandson In F.gypt translated it
Into Greek after 132 B. C."
Concerning the time· of the composition of this book Kautz.sch
(op. cit., p. 235) says: "Eine naehere Beatlmmung der Abfassungszeit lat auf Grund der im Vontehendem mitgeteilten Einbllcke
In aein Leben und Sterben nicht moeglich. Dagegen liegen zwei
Momente zur naeheren Bestimmung der Zeit Jesus Sirachs vor:
das eine in der Angabe seines Enkels, dass er, nachdem er im 38.
Jahre unter Euergetes nach Aegypten gekommen war, dort seine
grlechische Uebersetzung der Schrift des Grossvaters abfasste, das
andere in der Schilderung, die Jesus Sirach selbst von dem Hohenpriester Simon, dem Sohne des Onias (bezw. Jonias und nach
dem hebraeischen Texte Jochanan), entwirft (50:lff.). Aber
diese scheinbar recht bestimmt lautenden Angaben geben tatsaechlich zu den verschiedenartigsten Zeitbestimmungen Anlass und
Gelegenheit, und zwar schon deshalb, weil es zwei Euergetes und
zwei Hohepriester Simon gegeben hat. . . . Kam aber sonach der
Enkel im Jahre 132 nach Aegypten, so faellt die Anfertigung der
Uebersetzung hoechstwahrscheinlich in die naechsten Jahre, etwa
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DO. Und wenn der Groavater bel der Abfunmg seiner Spruchaammlung etwa 40--60 Jahre aelter war ala der Enke! bel der
Uebenetzungsarbeit, so faellt die entere In die Jahre 190-170
v. Chr., und der Hohepriester Simon, deaen Verdlemte um 111n
Volle und dessen hehre Erschelnung belm Gottesdlenst J11111
Slrach Im frischen Andenken an den eben Dahlngegangenen prelst,
lat aladann Simon II., der nach Schuerer (ill, p. 159) Anfang des
zwelten Jahrhunderts (wogegen alch Ewald'■ Fixlerung auf 219 bis
199 nlcht aufrecht halten laeut) Hoheprie■ter war."
Oesterley ( op. cit.. pp. 327, 328) dl■cuues the ame matter,
starting from the data given In the Prolog. He concludes: '"l'bme
words enable us to fix the date, approximately, of the tramlatlon
of the book; for there was only one F.gyptian king of the name
of Euergetes to whom the translator's words could apply, namely,
Euergetes II, surnamed Physcon, who reigned altogether fort,yfour years; first he was joint ruler with his elder brother, Phllometor (B. C.170-145), and then he reigned alone (B. C.145-118).
The thirty-eighth year of his reign would be 132 B. C.; soon after
this date, therefore, the Greek translation wns made. Having got
this date, it is not difficult to fix an approximate date for the
original work; it would be about fifty or sixty years earlier.
At the end of chapter 49 and beginning of 50, according to the
Hebrew of our book, it says: 'Great among his brethren, and the
glory of his people, was Simeon, the son of Jochanan, the priest.'
"This Simeon, the second of the name, was high priest from
B. C. 219-199; Ben Sira was clearly a contemporary of his (aee
I. lff.), but the way in which he writes about bim suggests thal
Simeon must have been dead some time when Ben Sira wrote;
we shall therefore not be far wrong in assigning the year B. C. 180,
or thereabouts, as the date of the composition of the book in
its original form."
Charles (op. cit.• p. 293) says: ''The translator calls the author
of the original book his 6 :rcimm,, a term which may be interpreted
in Its usual sense of 'grandfather.' The composition of the original
book of Ben Sira may therefore be assigned to the first quarter
of the second century B. C. (200-175 B. C.)."
Basing his investigation on the last sentence of the Prolog,
namely: "For in the eighth and thirtieth . . . the Law," Charles
concludes: ''It may be concluded, therefore, that the tramlator
reached F.gypt in this year (132 B. C.) and completed his tramlation of the book some few years later (between 132 and 118)."
(Op. cit., p. 293.)
In the Prolog the translator clearly states that he came
"into F.gypt" and that he found a book there which he translated.
He claims that he did this work of love for those ''who in a strange
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country are willing to leam (-mi; h

~ ffGQCllxlq. Pcn,loj&no&; ipWIJUl•
htv)."
As it is generally agreed that the original Hebrew was written
in Palestine, so it is generally aasumed that the translation into
Greek was made in :Egypt. Cf. Charles, op. cit., p. 293; Oesterley,
op. cit., p. 327 f.; Kautzsch, op. cit., p. 233 ff.

Charles, I, pp. 268-SlT.
Blbllo,rapby
Oater~, pp. 321-348.
Kau
, I, pp. 230---475.
Fritzsche, Die Wetaheit J esua Sf.nu:h nlclam uncl uebeneut (1859).
Wace, D, pp. 1-239.
Schechter, Studies in Judaism (Second Serles), pp. 55-101 (1908).
Bart, Ecc:Zeaiutf.e,u (1909).
Oesterley, Ecc:leauticu, in the Cambridge Bible (1912).
Cowley and Neubauer, The Original Hebn,o of 11POTffcm of Ecclelf.uflc:us,
pp.x-xi.
Marloliouth, The Origin of the "Origi1111l" Hebreto of Ecclealutf.eu.

BARUCH
This book, consisting of five chapters and a little over eight
pages in Rahlfs's edition of the Septuagint, is found in the Septuagint between the prophecies of Jeremiah and Lamentations.
This illuminating remark is added there: "Bar.:BA.-S post Ier.
scripsit librum Thr. usque ad 2: 20 conseruatum; librum Bar.
utrum post Thr. scripserit an omiserit, non liquet, quia post Thr.
2:20 multa folia interierunt." It will be seen from this that the
Vatican and the Alexandrian MSS. contain this book, while the
Sinaitic codex is here defective.
Luther did not have a very exalted opinion of this book. In
his "Vorrede auf das Buch Baruch, 1530" he says: "Sehr geringe
ist dies Buch, wer auch der gute Baruch ist. Denn es ist nicht
glaublich, dass St. Jeremiae Diener, der auch Baruch heisst (dem
auch diese Epistel zugemessen wird), nicht sollte hoeher und
reicher im Geiste sein, weder dieser Baruch ist." After stating
that he hardly cared to translate it, as he did not translate the third
and fourth books of Ezra, which did not contain matters as worthwhile as Aesop, he adds: "Baruch !assen wir mitlaufen unter
diesem Haufen (the books of the Apocrypha translated by Luther),
well er wider die Abgoetterei so hart schreibt und Mosis Gesetz
vorhaelt." (St. L., XIV: 80, 81.)
The book of Baruch is composed of three distinct parts.
Cf. Charles, op. cit., pp. 569 ff.; Oesterley, op. cit., pp. 497 ff.; PaulyWissowa, op. cit., p. 1603. These three parts are: 1: 1 to 3: 8; 3: 9 to
4:4; 4:5 to 5:9.
In his description of the contents of this book, Oesterley
(op. cit., p. 496) says in reference to the introductory remarks of
this book: "It purports to have been written by Baruch, the friend
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of Jeremiah, In Babylon during the Captivity; and after It had
been read there 'in the hearing of Jechonlu the son of Jaulm,
king of Judah, and In the hearing of the people' (1:3,4), It wa

sent to Jerusalem to be read there (1: H); with it was also 11ent a
collection of money to the high priest Joaldm for the P1D'JIOR of
defraying the expenses of sacrifices (1: 6-10); the people In Jenasalem are also asked to pray for Nabuchodonosor, king of Babylon,
and for his son, Baltasar, as well as for the exiles (1:ll-13)."
He then gives the following titles to the three parts: L '1'he
Book of Confessions (1:1 to 3:8); 2. The Sage's Words of Encouragement (3:9 to 4:4). 3. A Message of Good Cheer (4:5 to
5:9). With his description of the component parts of the Book of
Baruch compare also Kautzsch's "Einleitung," op. cit., p. 213 ff.
In regard to the author of this book Kautzsch (op. cit., p. 213)
makes the following statements: "Indes, wie dem auch seln ma&
jedenfalls ist dies sicher: weder handelt es slch hier um eln
wirkliches Produkt des geschlchtllchen Baruch noch auch um eln
irgendwie einheitllches Werk.". . . "Es ist also nur elne mticm,
wenn das, was in dieser Schrift enthalten 1st, mit dem Namen
Baruchs in Zusammenhang gebracht wird.". . • "Aber du Werk
ist auch keine Einheit oder doch nur insofem, als das Busqebet
wie die uebrigen Teile des Buches den Fall Jerusalems und die
Zersteuung des Volkes in die Heidenwelt voraussetzen." Neither
Charles nor Oesterley make any definite statements as to the
author of this book other than to say that it "purports" to be the
book of Baruch, that it consists of three different parts which may
not have the same author. Cf. op. cit., p. 589 and 498, respectively.
As to the original language of the Book of Baruch the view
commonly accepted by scholars now is this: The fint part (chap.
1:1 to 3:8) was composed in Hebrew; the second part (chap. 3:9
to 4: 4), in Hebrew or Aramaic; the third part ( chap. 4: 5 to 5: 9),
In Greek. Cf. Charles, op. cit., p. 572; Oesterley, op. cit., p. 508;
Harwell, The Principal VeTaion• of Baruch, p. 66; Pauly-Wlssowa,
loc. cit., p. 1809.
While this is the commonly accepted view, Kautzsch, op. cit.,
p. 215, does not share that view fully. He says: "Was nun die
Frage anlangt. in welcher Sprache die in diesem Buche vereinigten
Stuecke urspruenglich abgefasst worden sind, so haben, wie die
Mehrzahl der aelteren Kritiker, zuletzt noch Kneucker (Du Buc:h.
Baruch) und Koenig (Einleitung, S. 485), an einem hebraeischen
Original festgehalten, unsers Erachtens mit allem Rechte. Die
meisten Neueren allerdings (vgl. z. B. Cornill, Einleitung, S. 273;
Schuerer, Geachichte de• ;ueduclum Volke•, II, S. 722f.) wollen
nur fuer den ersten Teil eine hebraeische Vorlage zugeben, waehrend die letzten Telle von 3: 9 an griechisches Original sein sollen.
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Die Eleganz des Gr,ecbJschen (Comlll) 1n dlesen Teilen kann
selhstvertaendJlch nlchts gegen die Annahme elner hebraeischen
Grund]qe bewelaen. Sie bewieae nur die Gescblckllchkelt des
Uebenetzen; uebrlgem ist dleselbe auch nlcht ao pr P'OSL Una
bat aich bel der laitischen Untenuchung des Textes und seiner
rbytJuniachen Rekonatruktlon in der Uebenetzung ie laenger, je
mehr die Ueberzeugung unabwelsbar aufgedraengt, class es slch
auch in den Ltedem um unpruengllch wlrkllch hebraelsche Ge-

saenge handelt."
Oesterley (op. cit., p. 504) says conc:emlng the first two parts:
"Both the sections so far considered were probably written in
Hebrew or, 1n the case of the second, 1n Aramaic; Manhall (in
Hastings, Dictiona'11 of the Bible, I, p. 253) has given good ground
for the latter contention." Again, he says concerning the original
language of the last part: ''The original language of the whole
of 4:4 to 5:9 Is recognized by most scholan as having been Greek
from the beginning." (Op. cit., p. 506.)
Assuming that the third part was originally written in Greek,
the date of the original and the tranalatlon of the fint and of the
second part is a matter of much dispute. Some date it as early
u 100 B. C. and some as late as 150 A. D.
On the question of the date of the Book of Baruch, Kautzsch
(op. cit., p. 215) has this to say: "Die Frage nach der Entstehungszelt ist natuerlich nach den kritlschen Ergebnlssen, die oben
mltgeteilt wurden, eine kompllzierte. Wlr haben die Zeit der
Hentellung des ganzen Buches von der Zelt der Entstehung der
elnzelnen Stuecke zu trennen. Die letzteren koennen lange vorbanden gewesen sein, ehe ale zu der Einheit als Buch Baruch
verbunden wurden. Fuer du Bussgebet 1: 18 ff. wuerde nun Dan.
9: 4 ff. eine Linie angeben, ueber die wlr bel der zeitllchen Ansetzung desselben nicht hinaufgehen duerfen, und da es nlcht
unwahrsc:helnlich 1st, dass auch du Gebet in Dan. 9 erst nachtraeglich elngefuegt ist [?], so laege es durchaus nicht fern,
zu schliesen, class dann die Entstehung des Bussgebets in Baruch
1~ noch tiefer hinab anzusetzen sci. Jedenfalls wuerde aber die
Makkabaeerzeit nach oben die Grenze seln. Die Mehrzahl der
Forscher bleibt auch bei dieser Zelt stehen (vgl. z. B. Fritzsche).
Aber da nun alle Teile unsers Buches die Zerstoerung J~rusalems
und die Wegfuehrung des Volkes voraussetzen, so hat man neuerdings gesagt, das zwinge dazu, an cine Herstellung des Buches nach
der Zerstoerung Jerusalems durch Titus Im Jahre 70 n. Cbr. zu
denken, denn auf einen andem Zeitpunkt der juedischen Geschichte
seit der Makkabaeerzeit passe die Voraussetzung durchaus nichtmehr; vgl Hitzig (Zeitschrift fu.er 1.0Wenachaftliche Theologie,
1860, S. 262 ff.), besonders Kneucker (a. L 0.), Schuerer u. L Indes,

https://scholar.csl.edu/ctm/vol12/iss1/58

26

Manz: The Opinions of Modern Scholars on the Origin of the Various Apoc
684:

Modem Scholars on Orflin of Varioua Apoc:1:,paal Boob

dies wuerde zunaechst doch nur auf die VerelnlguJJI der vencbledenen Stuecke zu dem Buch und hoechatens auch noch auf du
Buagebet Anwendung finden. Die Lieder koennten lhrer hebraelschen Grundlage nach ganz gut sehr viel aelter sein. Al1erdlnp
scheint in dem letzten 5: 5 ff. von dem Ps. Sal. 11: 3 ff. abbaengls 111
sein (vgl. z. B. Sc:huerer a. a. 0., S. 274; Comlll, S. 274). Jedenfalla finden sich bier auffaelllge Beruehrungen 1m elnzelnen. Aber
uns macht das letzte Lied des Baruchbuchs selnem ganzen Charakter nach eher noch den Eindruck, ala sei es die originale Vorlage fuer den Salomopsalm. Indes, jedenfalla laesst slch darueber
nur subjektiv urteilen."
Harwell (op. cit., p. 66) says: "The date of the original composition would propably be not later than 100 B. C., and It II
altogether reasonable to suppose that the poems were compol!d
before the Maccabean age."
After a thorough investigation both Ocaterley and Charles fix
the date of the first part at 74-75 A. D. Says Oesterley (op. cit.,
p. 500): 'The period to which reference is intended in the book,
namely, the war with Rome, being A. D. 66-70, the fifth year
after the destruction of Jerusalem, mentioned in 1:2, will give
us the precise date of this portion of our book, viz., A. D. 74-75."
Cf. Charles, op. cit., p. 574 f.
As to the date of the second part Oestcrley (op. cit., p. SOC)
says: 'This section (3: 9 to 4: 4), therefore, may quite possibly
have been written under these conditions at the commencement
of the second century A. D. or even later, though it must have
been written not later than about A. D. 150 or thereabouts, as the
book is quoted by Athenagoras and Irenaeus. (According to
CornllI. Einleitung in. daa Alte Teatament, p. 274) ."
Charles has this remark concerning the second part of the
book: "The document B was equally appropriate to the yean
which followed the catastrophe of A. D. 70." (Op. cir., p. 575.)
In reference to the date of the third part (5: 4 to 5: 9) Oesterley
says (Op. cit., p. 506): 'The indications in the Baruch passage,
however, point to a much later date, and we see no reason to
regard the date of this piece as different from that of section
3: 9 to 4: 4, the background of each is a peaceful present and a calm
future; the beginning of the second century A. D. may be assigned
as approximately the date of this section, too."
Charles (op. cit., p. 574) , however, comes to this conclusion:
"Perhaps A. D. 78 might be a not improbable dale. But it might
well have originated later still."
As to the time of the translation of the first two parts, which
as all agree, were originally written in a Semitic language, Charles
p. 576) says: 'The Greek translation of the Hebrew
cit., (op.
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original of A and B was probably made at the close of the first
century or soon after the beglnn1ng of the second." For the
purpose of this dlscuasion the dates of Charla are accepted.
Although the authorities used 1n this study do not come to any
definite conclusion as to the place of composition or translation of
this book, the author or compiler hlmseU aaya in the very first
vene that he wrote this book in Babylon (iv BalMJim). While
Oesterley (op. cit., p. 504) does not evaluate this statement, he does
seem to think that this book originated in Babylon, for he aaya:
'The writer is a student of the Law, and he writes on Wisdom and
rejoices in the knowledge of things that are pleasing unto God
and exhorts others to do the same. All these things lead one to
suggest that the scene is one of those academies in Babylonia, such
as that at Nehardea, which received a considerable influx of Jews
from Palestine after the great calamity of 70 A. D.; in these they
studied in peace and reared up students of the Law." Cf. Charles,
op. cit., p. 574 f.
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THE EPISTLE OF JEREMIAH
In Rahlfs's edition of the Septuagint this letter of 72 venes,
covering all of four pages, appears after Lamentations. According
to this editor it appears in Codices A and B, for he appends the
note: "Ep. Ier. : BA." At the end of the letter this note appears:
"Subscr. r:ucrro1:ri ,eorµaou B, 11oe1uu; :tQCMP'ITil!i 1)11001--x ito'IWL xm
L"tlatO:l.'1 A."
Oesterley (op. cit., p. 506 f.) thus describes this book, or letter:
"In the Vulgate this epistle appears as the sixth chapter of Baruch;
but in the Septuagint it is treated as a separate book and comes after
Lamentations, with the inscription "Letter of Jeremy" and a title
which runs: "Copy of a letter which Jeremiah sent to those who
were about to be led captives by the king of the Babylonians, to
give them a message, as it had been commanded him by God."
It has been thought by some that this letter was suggested by
the letter referred to in Jer. 29: 1; but this seems unlikely, because
the contents of the letter here spoken of are given in verses 4 ff. of
the same chapter. The letter before us is a not very skilfully
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compoaed polemlc against idolatry hued to a lup extent upon
Jer.10:1-18; Ps.115:4-8, and Ia. '9:9-19; it la a1ao ••ndnfrent of
1111ch paaages u Wis. of Sol 13:10-19; 15:13-17."
Kautzach (op. cit., p. 228) gives us tbls brief characterization
of the book: "Diesen Brief aoil Jeremla geachrleben baben, um die
Judaeer, die Im Begriffe waren, ala Gefangene nach Babylcmien m
zlehen, vor dem Abfall zu den Goetzen der Heiden zu wunm.
Zu dem Ende wird in der manlgfaltlpten Weise die Nichtlgkelt der
d. t., der hoelzemen, allbemen und goldenen Gottesbllder
Goetzen,
dargetan."
As to the original language of the letter, Charles, after a study
of the internal evidence, concludes: "Altogether It would INDl
dlflicult to avoid the conclusion that our epistle la a free translation
of a lost Hebrew original." (Op. cit., p. 598.)
Oesterley (op. cit., p. 508) is however penuaded very mw:h
the other way, as he states: "The Epistle wu, according to the
opinion of most scholars, written in Greek; Ball, with much ingenuity and learning, seeks to show that It wu written in Hebrew;
but very Ingenious as many of the instances are which he brinp
forward to show that the Greek is a translation of either the
genuine Hebrew or, in other cases, of a corruption in the Hebrew
text, they are by no means always convincing; and while it may
be said that he has shown the poulblllty of Its having 'bec!n
translated from Hebrew, it can hardly be said that he has
demonstrated the probability of this. The Hebraisms it contains
may well be no more than what are characteristic of Hellenistic
Greek."
On the original language of this letter Kautzsch (op. cit., p. 228)
expresses his conviction very briefly: "Es lat wohl kein Zweifel
daran moeglich, dass dieser Brief von Hause aus griechisch abgefaat ist." In a critical note he speaks of those who insist upon
a Hebrew original thus: "Nestle (Marginalien S. 42 f.) verwundert
sich darueber, dass sich die fuer ein hebraeisches Original elntretenden katholischen Theologen die Stuetze fuer ihre These haben
entgehen lassen, die das Targum zu Jer.10: 11 bietet: 'Dies ist die
Abschrift des Briefes, den der Prophet Jeremla an den Ueberrest
der Aeltesten der Exulantenschaft sandte, die In Babel waren.'
Aber die Uebereinstimmung des Targums mlt Brief Jer.1: 1 erstreckt slch elgentlich nur auf den Anfang, so dass eine Bekanntschaft des Targumisten mit dem griechischen Brief Jeremias nicht
zu erweiaen ist. Weit eher duerfte die Vorlage des Targumisten
Jn Jer. 29: 1 zu finden sein.''
Charles makes no definite statement as to the date of this
epistle. Kautzsch (op. cit., p.226) simply says: "Man hat gemeint,
cs sei schon in 2 Makk. 2: 1 ff. auf ihn Bezug genommen; aber
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Dle Abfaaunpzelt zu bestlmmen, lat un-

moeallch."
, Oeaterley (op. cit., p. 508) bu this to say: '-rhe lmpllcatlon,
therefore, la that this letter wu written at a time when the Jf!fWB
were In the enjoyment both of rellglous liberty and peaceful surroundings. Another lmpllcatlon I■ that this perlod of quiet had
lated some time; the danger of which the letter bear■ witness
would have taken some time to develop. Then, further, there la
no reference to the great calamity of A. D. 70, wblch affected the
Dl■penlon Jew■ very deeply from a religious point of view and
which would therefore have been referred to, one may presume,
had the letter been written some time ■oon after this catastrophe.
The poaiblllty of it■ having been written some time before this
must be allowed; Marshall hold■, for example, that it wa■ written
during the first century B. C. (In Hast1np, DictionC1'11 of the Bible,
D, p. 579); and there I■ no strong argument apin■t this; the
present writer prefer■ to date it along with the two preceding
■ectlon■ of thi■ book, though he fully realize■ the force of
Cheyne'■ word■ that 'it is hardly po■slble to fix the date exactly
and unsafe even to say that the epistle wu written before
2 Maccabees, the supposed reference to it In 2 Mac. 3: 1 ff. being
disputed.'" (Note: Encycl. Blbl., ll, 2395.)
As to the place of composition of this epistle no authority
makes any definite statement■• Since the epistle purports to have
been written to Babylon to warn the Exiles, why not assume that
It was written somewhere in Palestine?
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Austin, Tex.

(To be concluded)

K.G.MANz

Outlines on the Wuerttemberg Gospel Selections
Thirteenth Sunday after Trinity
Luke I: 20-31
The words of our text remind us very strongly of the Sermon
on the Mount as it is briefly recorded by Matthew In chapter five.
Christ may have spoken similar word■ on various occasions. Far
more impo~t it is for us to give due consideration to the Im-

portant truths which he

utter■.
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